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1 . } 1 ; } s i c S t: a i <t r, i. a t 'J s tic. a ; 

A, Total minluT of operating LLA’s in t i i e State . .. 
li • Number of LliA’s par tiej pating in Title I . 

(1) during the. regular school tern only 

(2) during the. summer term only . . . 

(3) during both the regular school term and the 

summer term * . . « . . « 

C. Number of T5 tie I programs ......... * . • . 



308 

292 

81 

28 



18b 
3 ,694 



D, Unduplicated number of. pupils who participated in 



Title 1 programs 323,827 

(.1 ) enrolled in public school 118 , 944 

(2) enrolled in nonpublic school;-: 4,883 



NOTE: The above do not include the tour joint projects? in the. State 

or the three institutions for neglected and do.li-m.juent: childre 



The following are lists of Title T Instructional and Supportive, programs, 
with the numb or of LKA f s participating in each type of program. 



N/diE OF J'KOGIUM 
Ii * s t r u c.Lional 

Art 

bus iue ss Educ a tio\i 
Cu 1 Luvai K i j r i c h men V. 
Language Arts 
Home Economics 
Industrial Arts 
Kindergarten 
Katbai:v; tie j; 



NUKbKR OF 1.1: A 1 s 



34 

4 

80 

107 

6 

14 



14 8 
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lA'i’J.U'i t i Oi 



Ucpor l 



> l * f- 



N/>y}\ OF pr.q CU/i; 

1 n ^ t: v 1 1 c t i n ) , 1 r, * .■ r v Icls* 

Musi c 

IMiysical Education,, Recrcati on 

P r o~ K:i nc] er p,a r t on 

Reading 

Science 

Social Studies 

Special Education for Handicapped 

(not in c 1 u d i o g Speech T1 * e r a p y ) 

Speech Therapy and Hearing 

V o c a t i o n a 1 ( o t: h e r t h an B u s i n c: s s ) 

Work Study 

Other: 

En vi.ro: a-ie n t K c\ ; : c & r i o n 
Field Trips 
Camping 



NlvXFK OF LFA’s 



v A 



73 



6 

yyj 

21 



28 



83 



58 



10 



6 



6 



i , 083 



S upp o r t i v e S err i c e s 
A t: t; end a nee S e r v i e a s 
Curriculum Materi als Center Services 
Food Services 
Quid an c e / Cou j i s e 1 in ir 
lleal th Services (Nurne) 

L i b •: a r y S v rv ice s 
Psychol op i cal Servi cos 



20 

A 

63 

98 

157 

83 

AS 
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S LillC KsVifuai..' I'T. r.f port 



NA.K1-; 0!* VT-'.OORAM 

Supportive Servj ecu 
School. Social Work Services 
Tran por t a t i on S e r. v ic o s 
Other Services 



Ki'! •!'>!.!’ OK l.i.A'a 



KOTO: If a school liad a prop, rain in repo Jar scJiooj. and <-he afu:i... p ropi inn 

In summer school } it. was counted an two proprnms. 



S {.r \ r 1 v. ■ ! :i;' J i* . 1 ' : > • . *r i 



]’*<>■ 



t m : ) ; pi- < ( 


■ ] arn f v; ’s'. 


!'.r (;c>i lo'i 


i sen a . 


mho to M* 


•heals lvv 


v.’Ol'k.r.hv’p: 


ov c*c»n f ori 


1 .1 th\ t. h i * < r 




of the .lo< 


r v:.l revi it <■ 


ti-~-*a]V;.»f •> 


..LratfJy 3 


:A 1 a in c.c 


.. j.-l C* t'j t 



| ] , J f 1 visits 1 • ■"• 1 1 tic 1 i ) s’.; '"VO : 

\. i f, J I ; , by liir SLA M*:ff to 1 1 ■/ 1 : Wl’VO «:j M.t: fn.lK, i, / try.'-'-. r'J ’»•;■ 

dc\ cl t.'j'ii on; prop,) -inis - pvopv'i r.'-v'ev or cue 

vrorW-duy-s. < i \ • — r o v v i o.c f: cirri rip. ;.i"'(tinys< a. id other co.-W ? 

A tota? ('il 143 in*!.* v i dual scan vjh-j.lv v.m'< 
proiocUtS duriny. the 1970 Viscn.1 Y< «u . Vcnrlcoi 
conductor by SLA stai f during the r r r * pc i.nu . 

}*(>] .1 OV j V 'i * . j S »!i i'U! . !'•* of V j s ,i. t S > j'u:i 

upon 1 1 4 d.c v . .1 1 pi. 1 1- ; c,* f'O .Mill, neo ovulec. io 
A . Eo r p ] a n u i r. y o r d < vv ' • 1 o pvrsei 1 1: : i> 0 S r. i j o o .1 V i 

total number. 

Tli a. sc visits vcro wade to ; s t the 
cation?;, and in v.w.-.l c^ses. they vnrc uvulf* at. tbc- ri.:.{i>c.:.c. ci tie- Lit, 
to subr.vi ion of the appl i cotio:. . Ar. SKA f.tafl wcshcr occ.-««i<»>uJ .1 y whe a 

vi sit of ;h:Ls kin 0 often: rc.oe*J v.v ry . a l.v.’. ] e • 'T'T-* .* l * ' ‘ ' 

eon ro sundries or wisrakcn npp'l iua.t ions cl yui. cel ii.c:, . 

A re cord of each visit vaa p Lv.cc? d or. f 

ViroMy to aid in planning ox cieve) opiny c nr o;y.?r;- hc.jpv.o t:o briny * - < 
a mutual unders landing, and of ten a Icsroninp of End. l.-ma corsf v.uitiv.p, Lee 
I.EA chat v?as cndcavoriup. to satvisly y,ui doj vne requi rer-i-ntr; vdn l.r rvic.l .i.r 
unusual educational n^eds of its children. . 

The SLA nt.af'f luo.mber vas able in ccr-:c instance/-, to t! ■ c 1 LI./ 

in a nav app* r.it^al oi the nducat ; one ». ncecu? ?*f < -u In-.. 

cl si.l dr cm . result:! up in an improved verri.'i: oj the oiiy :i. v Ki » ay p.: i ^ at.ioTi , 

Staff n-cuhcrn hroupht: heel vr.it h Unr.:: a j-;rcaLcr hrsovlo?!}*/ r: the? 

educational need a of the LEA f s and, in a;Mi.tlcu» % a belter unchcrctan.diny. o: 
the. ci feels v/iilch any yujutrlino clnu.jy in :;ht have r>r, the. LtA 1 . 



G 



1 am !. v * m t .i. »./ii hop or t 



r «. ♦ . 

, » I i ' <- «. 



P.Mjr.C K 



C. 



j-'or p/o^rom ren' lew nr ope/ i.W>n : 7!! f^L'u.l Vis ii*.- a >p 1 1 oJ y Ml'.* 

of the total number, 

Vis, .its for review oi. the project were not u-UinJlv made; to those Li'A's 
v:h i c. 1 1 had boon visited duvinj* do.vclopmenl oi the*, propt/ur; , Since It. was 
riot ptu;r ible to visit: all programs in operation.. very often those which 
were chosen had unusual characteristic*: m components, such as nn umiMnil J.y 
effective: tutorial program or a prepram hui.lt around a particularly effec- 
tive remedial read inf, technique. , Ptopvoms which v:ac not as effective or 
desirable v?ere also visited, so that: improvements r-ip.ht be. made. 

These visits provided the SKA with direct information concerning the 
use of different techniques so that the. most success i u.i, oner v-j.pht be vx r a 
to improve other programs, They also provided an opportunity to deter m t no 
whether existing guidelines and regulations were relevant to the problem-*, 
facing the LKA ! s . 

Some projects were modified so that they rnipht better curve o due at j on :: ] 
needs of the children, or so that the project would continue to meet 
puidel :ines , 

Such visits also served to introduce LKA and SKA personnel to each 
other. Assured of the concern and in t oner,!, of the SLA, the LKA ielt free, 
perhaps more often than before, to contact the State office whenever ary 
q u a s t i o ns o r p r o b 1 c m s a r o e . 

For evaluation ; 21 School Vi.oj t.s- -approximately 1;>% of the total number. 

A visit for the purpose of evaluation was made as the project was 
nearing its completion da t ■■> % unless the LKA requested an car lie r visit so 
t. i i a t a c o n t i nu o u ; ■» c v a 1 u a t: .i on mi p b t: b C' i r. a d *? d u v i ri y t ! » c school y <l ■ a r . S u c b 
visits v. v cre initiated by both SLA and LKA concern :! up evaluation procedures 
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j; t v i • i t i mi 1 .* i 1 1 ‘ t 



1 \ h ■ * t 



13. 



ami rcsnlli;. vill. urio.h.y usual ly , Ivon Htn-i ' (l 1 - 1 ' 1 1 

um.swdly i if< dive proi.-tin or to iW.c lu'.v t\\\(ic.vUy -w- ss:ing 

the Jr progi . 

Tiiff.c visits usually reunited in o.ecjla.l uvaluat J on rororl:;, duee 
(In' Si.’/, paired a more thorough ano personal 1 rov; I cdgo (>, lit i> , ,>,.1 ..i- 
the LEA pained a better understanding of evalunl ion ronuirei.v.nt r, of 'Li. 

After such vis its, it war, of Lea possible foi t.he 1.1/. ini u.-.c. ->,i. 
clcve.1 oping future programs , to assess J actors olhei. t'n..n iin'..e ri(.n..>m no 
in the voUuni'on report, to the SKA. This ini pl.t include assessment: of 
pi mini up, procedures, use of the staff, nnd id ev. net. of l be )rogtn. . 

LIkj needs of* r)u* children concc j. s ; c » * . 

In visiting programs which were proving to he effective., the Sj./\ 
became acquainted with the rationale of the hl’.A in developing the yvo^ am 
and c.oulci then assist IXA’a with lef-e successful programs to overcome 
v; o ak n e ft :v e v i i :h i n t.n o. *i r n r o j c c t s . 

V.-orl^iiopn, conferences , and in-service training, urograms : 1 * proup 

mec tings . These 14 meetings included the foil owing: 

(1) In-service training sessions at IXA’s. These concerned, the use of 
t <?. a cl i c v a i d c ft . 

(2) Area workshops. Among other subjects, these concerned the use of 
aides* and inreqpralat:i on of {\u.UW:liner. •. nec.ounLcibj.li ty , and 
covnparnb :i 1 i Ly , 

( 3 ) Corifcrynoos on conparabili l.y • 

(A ) Fol lov>- Through VJo r r.shop . 

(f>) Kv;klun\ ,;.ovi \. T orV;ftViO}i . 
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v,*t .1 VI.'. I 



LLA 



1 .mi I- < par t 

/.] «.h->uph the SI. A conducted these eovl.. 1 hops 
LT' f 1 jM’ (*£icn l '.I 5. U C GC\ S t. \i J fc C.iinU 0 UC U t'HCa pi 



;\m! con i rmuT-. , 
occdmc: used in 



v r i r Aii':. 

I;>ric ] 



project t: which they h;u! developed . 

0)ir. very profitable result of such com crcnoc-.:. , as idu from tin* 
original purpose of providing, Information covorinp, a special ore a , vas 
that they afforded an opportunity for dissemination of infnrn:it.?.o n on n 



variety of other subjects. 

Uenitshops and conferences, for viu*to 
the JJ'A 1 s in attendance, an opportunity to 
to their own propram?', thus often avoid in 



ver reason they were held, pave. 

ash speci f ic* quest ion:- relating 
p mistakes or delays in planning 



programs or in making applications. 



At such meet .i nps , also., the SLA Jeavncu more rib on 
inf otmarion most often requested by the LLA 1 s . Bettor 
then developed to answer questions from the LKA’s and 
then i n nan d 1 in p, their p r o b 1c ms , 



t. the. kinds 
procodu res 
thereby acr. 



of 

\:c re 
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expected to 
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nil tin; Il'A':; 


l o 
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v th 


o ap t .>‘opr 


til to 
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ononttt of Title 
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projcci ; . This procedure has had the effect of iv.iprovinp. the quaJ i.ty 
of tli*- piumvinp, ororntinn. and ovaluat i on of Title 1 projects. 

(?; l.KA'h luiv«* been cnc.oaraped tu reduce the number ol ; Cornet schools 

in or d *. * r in cone c \ j f v a t c Till c 1 f und s on f c\-o r ed u c r. t i o na 1 3 y die a d - 
van t\-u r ti ttnldrun. Th i s procedure has had the effect of incrensiivu’ 
the ?v;. ocv of the Title i pi oyyra;:: in ton^s of the c'in.ount of money 
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avrril.dJc for cock eligible child. 

An i r c , r n s i- i n t ) ** e b’u: of id : o 'j it. 1 e X s t a if h a 
covew;p,( of the State for the monitor j.r$; of Title 
S c h o ; J \u e ; : for v :L r- -its h a v e b c e ; i d c v c 1 o ; ) e d , a s v? e 1 .1 



r.i.Med be 
programs , 
a report 



T* 



syjilum for the* recording, of the results of pruprar.i revievs. 

(4) Through vorkshops and visits to Titjc ] prop.rairs, the soph isrien t;i on 
with \ ‘I': I ch Title 1 propvam:; have boon developed has in-on increased* 
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Slate ) valuation Import. 



1). Changer*. made to ivu-uvc propnv parti cipa ?. : : on of noupuhl • e school till] dr on 

(1) The SKA has Insisted upon the. invo.1 vc.v uit nf non p*?M i c school s in 
the. planning., operation, and oval untion of Title i projects in 
accordance with OK guidelines. This js not. <t change in procedure, 
but ra t her one of empha $ :l b . 

(2) In program reviews* nonpui.Oir schools are visited as v;c:11 an the 
public schools in order that' programs provided in those* schools by 
the LI: A might be ob s e r v c d . 

(3) Evaluation of the effectiveness of Title I programs extended into 
uonpublic schools has been made the responsibility of both the LKA 
and the nonpublic. schools, The effect has been to increase the 
av?a);cness of teachers, both in the LEA and i.n the nonpubli.c schools 
of the educationally disadvantaged child in the nonpublic school, 

C * Changes made to modify local projects in the 3 right of Statu and local 



evaluation : 

(1) Workshops on the techniques of evaluation have* been connected so 
th«t the objectives are more clearly stated and measured and the 
modification of programs based upon the above can be made, 

(2) There has been considerable encouragement of continuous e.valua ticu 
and changes in techniques and programs, as wail as the estahiishmen 
of basic line data for terminal evaluation. 

(3) Through workshops and inclusion of evaluation costa in Title T 
programs, an increase in srquust lection of evaluation techniques 
has been experienced on both the local and State levels. 



State Evaluation Report 
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IV. E ffcct up o n I- .' du c atio n Aci \i ovc- ment : 

Various testing, survey and research procedures are used to deternine the 
continued propress of the Title I ESEA projects in Indiana, The results fron 
the objective and subjective methods tend to provide a complete picture for 
total evaluation. This report is confined to the objective data in the reading 
area based upon standardized testing results in cooperation with the participating 
local school systems, public and private. 

Comprehensive evaluation is a vital part of the program. Both pre- and post- 
testing are administered by certified reading specialists. The objective results 
serve as a diagnostic teaching tool as well as providing an accurate method of 
evaluation. 

Proper testing procedures are used throughout the program under the direction 
of professional personnel to assure complete realiability and validity, Indiana 
testing norms are established by the norms used in the various testing instruments 
Local norms are often established by the local school districts. 

To gain a composite evaluation, five regions are designated as ’’target areas. 
These target areas represent a cross section sampling of the State's projects, 
and an analysis of these samplings gives an accurate objective status evaluation. 
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State Evaluation Target Area #1 

This section of the reading evaluation is an analysis of the stan- 
dardized testing results representing the one area of the state. This 
report is composed of a sampling which accurately reflect the area's 
progress based upon objective instruments. The area’s sampling involves 
approximately 1,946 students participating in Title I programs. The 
evaluation was based upon pre- and post-tests results from The Metropol- 
itan Elementary Reading Test, The Stanford Diagnostic Test, The Metropol- 
itan Achievement Test, and basal textbook objective tests results. 

SUMMARY OF DATA 





i. 


RESULTS OF 


METROPOLITAN 


ELEMENTARY READING TEST 








Length of Exposure 


: 7 Months 










Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Mean 








Mean 


Mean 


Gain 


Grade 


4 


N=13 


2.9 


N— 10 3.6 


+ .7 


Grade 


5 


N=21 


2.7 


N=17 3.7 


-1-1.0 


Grade 


6 


N=ll 


2.4 


N=5 4.0 


1.6 




II. 


RESULTS OF 


STANFORD DIAGNOSTIC. TEST 








Leng 


th o£ Exposure 


: 8 Months 










Pre-Test 


Post-Test 


Mean 








Mean 


Mean 


Gain 


Grade 


4 


N=225 


2.3 


N— 198 2.9 


.6 


Grade 


5 


N=234 


2.9 


fv=2G7 3.5 


.6 


Grade 


6 


N=190 


3.2 


N— 168 3.7 


.5 
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II. GINN I TEST SCORE RESULTS 



Pre-test 



Test 


Means 

£*Bj. 


Cont . 


Diff .. 


_L. JL. 

Score 


% Chance* 
Scores 
Exp. Cont. 


Chance* 5 ^ 

Scores 


Total 

Possible 


N 


100 


39 
















Metropolitan 

Reading 

Readiness (1-4) 


19.3 


19.8 


-0.5 


0.3 


N.S . 


51 .0 


51.3 






Alphabet 


4.3 


4.2 


0.1 


0.1 


N.S . 










Ginn Recall 


0.4 


0.9 


-0.5 


1.3 


N.S. 










Post- test 




















N 


100 


39 
















Alphabet 


22.8 


16.7 


6.1 


3.3 


.01 










C; t Recall 


11.0 


6.1 


4.9 


5.6 


.001 










Pre-primer 


24.5 


18.4 


6.1 


4.4 


.001 


1.0 


15.4 


9 


36 


Primer 


47.8 


33.1 


14.7 


4.9 


.001 


3.0 


30.8 


21 


75 


First Reader 


54.6 


40.4 


14.2 


4.5 


.001 


12.0 


23.1 


29 


105 


Pre-primer + 
Primer Total 


72.3 


51.6 


20.7 


5.1 


.001 


1.0 


15.4 


30 


111 


Pre-primer, 
Primer, and 
First Reader 
Total 


126.8 


92.0 


34.8 


5.1 


.001 


1.0 


15.4 


59 


216 


Metropolitan 
Achievement 
Test Total 
(1-4) 


83.8 


64.6 


19.2 


3.7 


.001 











* Chance Scores” is the number of subjects whose score is less than or equal to that 
score which would be obtained if every question had been answered by quessing 
divided by the number of subjects in the group. 

"Chance Score” is that score v;hich would be obtained (in the "long run”) if every 
question had been answered by quessing only; e.g., for a 100 question test, each 
question with four alternatives, the chance score would be 25. 

O 
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III. EXPERIMENTAL STUDY RESULTS 





P r 


e t e s 


t 


P 0 


s t t e s 


t 




Exper . 


Control 


Mean 
Diff . 


Exper . 


Control 


Mean 

Diff. 


Metropolitan 


19.32 


19.79 


- .47 


83.83 


64 .64 


19.19 


Ginn Recall • ••••••• 


.38 


.90 


- .52 


10.96 


6.08 


4.88 


Alphabet* ••••••••• 


4.25 


4.18 


.07 


22.76 


16.69 


6.07 


Ginn Pre-Primer *••••• 








24.50 


18.44 


6 .06 


Ginn Primer • ••••••• 








47.77 


33.13 


14.64 


Ginn First Reader 








54.57 


40.44 


14.13 


Ginn Pre-Primer and 














Primer Total Score* * . . 








72.27 


51.56 


20.71 


Ginn Pre-Primer, Primer, and 












First Reader Total Score 








126.84 


92 


34.84 



N=100 for Experimental Group 
N=33 for Control Group 



CONCLUSION 



In light of the stated objectives the evaluation data does tend to 
indicate successful results. These reading surveys show that, provided 
the opportunity, the deprived child can show significant progress. These 
positive results are reflected by gains made by participating pupils in 
the reading skills in vocabulary and comprehension. 
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State Evaluation Target Area f/2 

This part of the reading evaluation contains the results of sampling 
from the second representative area of the state. Approximately 1,242 
tests results were studied for this portion of the evaluation. 



SUMMARY OF DATA 



I. The data listed below shows a comparison of ending first grade 

percentile scores on the Metropolitan Achievement Test of tutored 
children from target area schools, post-matched with untutored 
children from non-target schools, by identical readiness scores 
in September 1969. The significant difference in achievement is 
graphically illustrated for comparison. The tutored group scored 
from 37.8% to 105% above the non-tutored group. The percentile 
improvements per matched readiness percentiles were as follows: 



Met. Readiness Met. Achievement Met. Achievement Percent 

Mean Mean Mean of 

Percentile Percentile Perc entile Improvement 

NON -TUTORED TUTORED 



3 


22.2 


47.6 


53.3 


11 


21.5 


51.0 


57.8 


13 


54.7 


75.4 


37.8 


17 


23.5 


38.9 


65.5 


20 


37.5 


61.0 


62.6 


25 


36.7 


76.4 


108.0 


39.6 


39.6 


69.6 


75.7 



1G 
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II. METROPOLITAN READINESS PERCENTILE SCORES, SEPTEMBER, 1969 , IN COMPARISON 



WITH 


METROPOLITAN 


ACHIEVEMENT SCORES, 


MAY, 


1970 




Percentiles 




Achievement Scores 


Totals 






1.0-1. A 


1.5-1. 9 


2.0+ 






31 or above 




18 


9 


27 




26 to 30 




8 


12 


20 




21 to 25 


2 


7 


4 


13 




16 to 20 


4 


18 


11 


33 




11 to 15 


4 


17 


7 


28 




6 to 10 


4 


32 


5 


41 




0 to 5 


13 


37 


8 


58 




Totals 


27 


137 


56 


220 





III. The following data presents a comparison of tutored students 1 percentile 
scores on the Metropolitan Readiness Test with the mean grade achievement 
scores on the Reading sub-tests of the Metropolitan Achievement. Tests were 
administered to first grade students in May, 1970, at the end of first grade 
The percentile score gains of the ending Metropolitan Achievement compared 
to the beginning percentile scores on the Metropolitan Readiness are further 
shown according to schools in the listing below. 



Survey 

Groups 


Metropolitan Readiness 
Percentile Mean - 
Sept . , 1969 


Metropolitan Achieve- 
ment Percentile Mean 
May, 1970 


Mean 

Percentile 

Gain 


Group A 


12.9 


72.6 


59.7 


Group B 


12.7 


39.5 


26.8 


Group C 


13.0 


44.5 


31.5 


Group D 


12.0 


46.0 


36.0 


Group E 


8.0 


37.3 


29.3 


Group F 


10. S 


33.6 


22.8 


Group G 


18.6 


32.3 


13.7 
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MEAN' ’.'PET:'.;'/: AAR F05T1KST 
RErlEOrAL READ ! j STUDENTS 



CAYIS-dPa *:G J V, ] TIE KEAE-IEO TEST SCOP':' 
BY CRADES (EHOUEAR VCr.LX. YEAR) 



OI- 



Grade. 


Number of 
Studen ts 


Me-. on IQ* 


Mean Reading 
Score 

(September) 


Moan I\ coding 

SJcore 

(lay) 


2 


141 ■ 


88.9 


1.2 


2.2 


3 


185 


91.3 


1.7 


2.7 


A 


153 


86.6 


2.3 


3.0 


5 


170 


89.1 


3.0 


4.0 


6 


120 


91.0 


3.6 


4.5 


7 


75 


85.5 


4.3 


5.0 


8 


40 


88.3 


4.5 


5.6 


TOTAL 


884 


89.1 


2.6 


1 

3.5 












Krofli schoc 


>1 record or Peabody 


Picture Vccahuia 


ry Teat 





lS 



V. 



OBJECTIVE SURVEY 
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Name of Test 


form Pre-Test 


Form Post-Test 


Gates MacGinitic Reading Test B 


1 


2 




T ,r »e of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply) 



None Provided 

x Special Remedial Teacher 

_x Reading Consultant 

x Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 
Special Reading Materials 
Expanded Library facilities 
Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 



Post-Test Results 



Date of Test 

Septe mb er 1969 
Mean Grade Equivalent 



Number of Pupils 
171 



Date of Test 

May 1 9 70 
Mean Grade Equivalent 



Number of Pupils 
168 



1.3 


2.2 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pupils by Percentile 
National Norms 


Categories 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


Not a\ 


ailable 















j « of Test 


Form Pre-Test 


form Post-Test 


Grade 


Gates MacGinitie Reading Test C 


1 


2 


3rd 


Type of Title I Reading Activity (check 


as many as apply) 





None Provided 
Special Remedial Teacher 
x Reading Consultant 

x Teacher Aides 



x 



Summer Remedial Reading 
x Special Reading Materials 

x Expanded Library facilities 

Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 



Date of Test 
September 1969 

Mean Grade Equivalent 

2.0 



Number of Pupils 
125 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th ' 


76th-99th 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


/ Not 


’ailable 











Post-Test Results 



Date of Test 
May 1970 

Mean Grade Equivalent 
3.1 



Number of Pupils 
121 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



10 



Er|c vi 



objf:c:ttve purvey 



P ,Y'l 



ll J 

! I. 



'it*:: l; 



i i ;■ 



VI. OBJECTIVE SURVEY 
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N ame o f To s t 





Form Pre-Test 


Form Po3t-Test 


Grade 


Reading Test 


D-lM 


D-3M 


4 th 



Trpe of Title 1 Reading Activity (check as many as apply) 



None Provided 

_x Special Remedial Teacher 

x Reading Consultant 
x Teacher Aides 



x Summer Remedial Reading 

_x Special Reading Materials 

x Expanded Library Facilities 
Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 



Date of Test 
September 1969 



Number of Pupils 
135 



Mean Grade Equivalent 
2.7 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



Post-Test Results 



Date of Test 
May 1970 



Number of Pupils 
137 



Mean Grade Equivalent 
3.7 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



Below 25th 


26th-50th n 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


Not av 


ailable 















'ne of Test 


Form Pre-Test 


Form Post-Test 


Grade 


Gates MacGinitie Reading Test 


D-lM 


D-3M 


5 th 



Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply) 



None Provided 

x Special Remedial Teacher 
x Reading Consultant 
x Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 

x Special Reading Materials 



Expanded Library Facilities 
Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 



Post-Test Results 



Date of Test 
May 1969 


Number of Pupils 
45 


Date of Test 
May 1970 


Number of Pupils 
46 


Mean Grade Equivalent 
3.3 


Mean Grade Equivalent 
4.4 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 25th 


26th- 50th 


51st~75th 


76th-99th 


Below 25th 


26th- 50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th ! 


i Not 

L _ 


available 
















ERJC VII. OBJECTIVE SURVEY 



r i. ! ‘ ; ' V.' 


::: t 


Cn 









['.ire 30 ■ 

G 
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VI. OBJECTIVE SURVEY 

The Gates - MacGi nitie Reading T est 







Pre-test 


Post-test 


Grade 


H of Punils 


Mean Grade 


Mean Grade 


2 


171 


1.3 


2.2 


3 


125 


2.0 


3.1 


k 


137 


2.7 


3.7 


5 


H6 


3.3 


i*.U 



CONCLUSION 

The results in the various objective surveys tend to indicate reading 
improvement by those children participating in tne Title I Project. The 
standardized tests results compared the ending first grade percentile scores 
of tutored children from target area schools, post-matched vith untutored 
children from non-target schools, by identical readiness scores. The results 
of this survey reflected the general degree of other surveys in this target 
area. The tutored group scored from 37.8$ to 108$ above the non-tutored 
group . 
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A total of approximately 2,897 participating children's tests results 
were examined in this Title I target area. Various grade levels were given 
pre- and post-testing in reading and basic achievement skills to provide an 
accurate and objective study. 



SUMMARY OF DATA 



I. OBJECTIVE SURVEY 

MEAN AND MEDIAN SCORES OF IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS PARTS A AND B GIVEN IN 
TARGET PUBLIC SCHOOLS IN GRADES 4 and 6 COMPARED TO LOCAL AND NATIONAL NORMS 



ERIC 



Reading Reading 







Vocabulary 


Comprehension 


Vocabulary 


Comprehension 






Mean 


Med ian 


Mean 


Median 


Mean 


Median 


Mean 


Median 


Group 


1 


3.3 


3.2 


3.7 


3.55 


5.0 


5.2 


4.9 


4.8 


Group 


2 


3.6 


3.7 


3.6 


3.55 


5.2 


5.2 


5.3 


5.15 


Group 


3 


4.0 


4.0 


4.1 


4.0 


5.7 


5.8 


5.5 


5.2 


Group 


4 


4.0 


4.0 


4.1 


4.1 


5.6 


5.6 


5.7 


5.6 


Group 


5 


3.9 


4.0 


3.9 


4.0 


5.3 


5.4 


5.2 


5.1 


Group 


6 


3.4 


3.3 


3.5 


3.25 


5.2 


5.1 


5.3 


5.1 


Group 


7 


4.0 


4.3 


4.1 


4.0 


5.9 


6.0 


5.6 


5.5 


Group 


8 


3.7 


3.6 


4.0 


4.1 


5.6 


5.8 


5.5 


5.55 


Group 


9 


4.3 


4.1 


3.8 


3.8 


4.8 


4.85 


4.7 


4.8 


Group 


10 


4.2 


4.05 


4.3 


4.3 


6.2 


6 . 4 


5.6 


5.6 


Grouo 


11 


4.0 


4.0 


3.9 


3.9 


5.6 


5.8 


5.8 


5.85 


Group 


12 


3.0 


2.6 


3.0 


2.6 


4.5 


4.7 


4.6 


4.4 


Target 




3.8 


3.9 


3.9 


3.8 


5.5 


5.4 


5.4 


5.4 


Local 




4.4 


4.6 


4.5 


4.4 


6.3 


6.5 


6.1 


6.2 


N ntional 


4.8 


4.8 


4.8 


4.8 


6.7 


6.7 


6.7 


6.7 



III. 



OBJECTIVE SURVEY 



Page 21 



Nate* of Teat 

Iowa Test of Basic Skills 



Form Pre-Test 



|a r t A ( Vue a b ul a ny ) 



Form Post-Test 



Grade 

4 



" ic of Title I Reading Activity (chock no many aa apply) 



None Provided 



x Special Remedial Teacher 

Reading Consultant 

x Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 

x Special Reading Materials 

Expanded Library Facilitiea 

Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 



Post-Test Results 



Date of Test 

April, 1970 



Number of Pupils 

762 



Date of Test 



Number of Pupils 



Mean Grade Equivalent 

4.4 



Mean Grade Equivalent 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 

National Norms 

Below 25th 1 26th-50thl 51st-75th 76th-99th 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



Below 25th 26th-50th 51st~75th 76th-99th 



342 



228 



132 



60 



me of Test 


Torm Pre-Test 


Form Post-Test 


Grade 


Iowa Test of Basic Skills 


4 

Part B (Reading ( 


’omn . ) 


4 



Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply) 



None Provided 






x Special Remedial Teacher 
Reading Consultant 
Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 
Special Reading Materials 
Expanded Library Facilities 
Other, (specify) 



Post-Test Results 



Pre-Test Results 



Date of Test 

April, 1970 



Number of Pupils 

762 



Date of Test 



Number of Pupils 



Mean Grade Equivalent 

3.8 



Mean Grade Equivalent 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



Below 25th 


2 6th- 5 0th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


| 370 


214 


107 


71 











O 
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II. OBJECTIVE SURVEY 
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Name of Test 

Iowa Test of Basic Skills ] 


Form Pre-Test 

4 

’art A (Vocabular 


Form Post-Test 

,') 


Grade 

6 


■i of Title 1 Reading Activity (check 


as many as apply) 





None Provided 

J< Special Remedial Teacher 

Reading Consultant 

x Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 

_x Special Reading Materials 

Expanded Library facilities 

Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 


Post-Test Results 


Date of Test 
March, 1970 


Number of Pupils 

673 


Date of Test 


Number of Pupils 


Mean Grade Equivalent 

5.5 


Mean Grade Equivalent 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


5 1st- 75 th 


76th-S9th 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


349 

, 

t 


173 


105 


46 











i i .e of Test 

j 

j Iowa Test of Basic Skills 



form Pre-Test 
4 

Part B (Readine 



| Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply) 



Form Post-Test 

(fomo. ) 



Grade 



None Provided 

x Special Remedial Teacher 
Reading Consultant 
x Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 
Special Reading Materials 
Expanded Library Facilities 
Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 


Post-Test Results 


Date of Test 

March, 1970 


Number of Pupils 

687 


Date of Test 


Number of Pupils 


Mean Grade Equivalent 

6.1 


Mean Grade Equivalent 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


Below 25th 


26th~50th 


5.1st-75th 


76th-99th 


394 


174 


9 5 


24 
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CONCLUSION 



In the evaluation analysis the tests results, particularly in the 
concentrated reading projects, indicated growth considerably beyond that 
which might otherwise have been expected. The local norms of the partic- 
ipating schools compared favorably with the national norms. These 
comparisons showed reading improvement with gains in vocabulary and com- 
prehension skills. 
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State Evaluation Target Area 

This evaluation area compares the results of the post-tests to the 
results of the pre-tests. Grades one through seven are included in an 
objective study of reading comprehension and vocabulary development. 
Approximately 3,590 tests results represent a composite picture of this 
state evaluation target area. 

SUMMARY OF DATA 
I. OBJECTIVE SURVEY 



Name of Test 


Grade 


SRA Achievement Series 


Reading Comprehension 


1 



Group 1 



Test Results 
13.53 



Date of Test 
April 1970 


Number of Pupils 
882 


Mean Grade 


Equivalent 

1-8 






Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


251 


277 


205 


1^9 



Group 2 
Test Results 

10.95 

Date of Test . Number of Pupils 

April 1970 882 

Mean Grade Equivalent 

1-9 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


! 76th-99t! 


210 


277 


212 


183 
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II. 



OBJECTIVE SURVEY 
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Name of Test 

ERA Achievement Scries 


Form Pre-Tesc 


Form Post-Test 


Grade 


Reading Comprehension 


D 


n 





oe o f Title I Reading Activity (check no many as apply) 



None Provided 

Special Remedial Teacher 

x Reading Consultant 
x Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 



x Special Reading Materials 
Expanded Library Facilities 
Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 
13.08 


Post-Test Results 
22.91 


Date of Test 
March, 1969 


Number of Pupils 
731 


Date of Test 
April, 1970 


Number of Pupils 
1,012 


Mean Grade Equivalent 

1-7 


Mean Grade Equivalent 

2-7 


Number of: Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


5 lst~75th 


76th-99th 


Below 25th 


2 6th- 50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


202 


242 


155 


132 


273 


342 


223 


174 



.me of Test 


Form Pre-Test 


Form Post-Test 


Grade 


SRA Achievement Series 








Reading: Vocabularv 


D 


D 


2 


Type of Title I Reading Activity (check 


as many as ap^ly) 





None Provided 

Special Remedial Teacher 



Summer Remedial Reading 



__x Reading Consultant 

x Teacher Aides 



_x Special Reading Materials 

x Expanded Library Facilities 
Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 
11.10 


Post-Test Results 
18.68 


Date of Test 
March, 1969 


Number of Pupils 
731 


Date of Test 

April, 1970 


Number of Pupils 
1,012 


Mean Grade Equivalent 

1-9 


Mean Grade Equivalent 

3-4 


Number of Pupiis by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th~99th 


Below 25th 


26 th-50th 


51st-75th 


76 th-99th 


j 163 


231 


173 


164 


260 


323 


243 


186 




27 



Ill . 



OBJECTIVE SURVEY 
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Name of Teat 


Form Pre-Test 


Fora Post-Test 


Grade 


SRA Achio vemor. f; finrios 








Readier Comoro ho nr. i on 


P 


D 


3 


e of Title I Reading Activity (check 


&a many as Apply) 





Hone Provided 

Special Remedial Teacher 



_x Reading Consultant 

x Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 

j< Special Reading Materials 

_x Expanded Library Facilities 

Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 
23.59 



Date of Test 

tyarch 1969 



Number of Pupils 

832 



Mean Grade Equivalent 



2-8 



Post-Test Results 

26 . 81 



Date of Test 
Anril 1970 



Number of Pupils 

987 



Mean Grade Equivalent 



3-3 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pupil3 by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 25th 


2&th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


212 


275 


215 


130 


286' 


281 


196 


224 



. .ime of Test 


Form Pre-Test 


Form Post-Test 


Grade 


SRA Achievement Series 








Reading Vocabulary 


D 

_____ J 


D 

! ... 


3 


Type of Title I Reading Activity (check 


as many as apply) 





None Provided 

Special Remedial Teacher 

Reading Consultant 

x Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 
Special Reading Materials 



_x Expanded Library Facilities 

Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 

18.55 



Date of Test 

March 1969 



Number of Pupils 

832 



Mean Grade Equivalent 

3-4 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



Post-Test Results 
18.53 



Date of Test 



Jtori .1 L97£L 



Number of Pupils 

987 



Mean Grade Equivalent 



3-4 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76 th-99 th 


Below 25th 


2&th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


i 

J 273 


263 


17 8 


118 


338 


317 


117 


215 

. 



O 
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IV. OBJECTIVE SURVEY 
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Marrja of Tent 


Form Pro -Teat 


Form Po:»t-T£gt 


Grade 


SRA Achievement florios 




(Blue) 




i nr Conor* ''v' 1 .'i:' ion 


D 


D 


4 



pc of Title I Reading Activity (chock os a any an apply) 



Nona Provided 

Special Ratted ial Teacher 

Reading Consultant 



:< Teacher Aider* 



Summer Remedial Reading 
Special Rending Materials 
Expanded Library facilities 
Other, (.specify) 



Pre-Teat Results 
29.5 



Date of Test 
March 1979 



Number of Pupils 

69 3 



Mean Grade Equivalent 

3-9 



Post-Test Results 
17.4 



Date of Test 
Anri 1 1970 



Number of Pupils 
25-5 



Mean Grads Equivalent 

4-7 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st- 75th 


76th-99th 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


198 


136 


207 


152 


239 


150 


203 


173 



.ame of Test 

SRA Achievement Series 
Reading Vocabulary 


Form Pre-Test 

D 


Form Post-Test 
(Elue) 

D 


Grade 

4 


Type of Title I Reading Activity (check aa many as apply) 



None Provided 

Special Remedial Teacher 

x Reading Consultant 

Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 



x 



_x Special Reading Materials 

_x Expanded Library Facilities 

Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 

20.5 


Post-Test Results 

15.9 


Date of Test 

March 1969 


Number of Pupils 

691 


Date of Test 

Anri 1 1970 


Number of Pupils 

765 


Mean Grade Equivalent 

3-7 


Mean Grade Equivalent 

4-8 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


J 184 


189 


175 


143 


195 


200 


193 


177 
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Parc 3:? 



cc::rr,urJON 

Tl\ is extensive study of 3,590 children participating in the Title I 
program consisted of varying levels of instruction at each grade level. 
The reading scores are an Indication of the success of the program. At 
every grade level the reading scores improved and other' reading; content 
programs showed an improved record of performance. 
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State Evaluation Target Area // 5 

In this target area approximately 9,105 children wore included in 
the objective analysis to determine the progress under the Title I 
project. The data indicates the grade levels examined in the pro- and 
post-testing. 

SUMMARY OF DATA 



I. OBJECTIVE SURVEY 



Name of Test Pre Gates-MacGinitie 


Form Pre-Test 


Form Post -test 


Grade 


Post M 


Pre-reading 


A - Z 


1 





Pre-test Results Post- test Results 



Date of Test 


Number of Pupils 


Date of Test 


Number of Pupils 


None 


60 


5-70 


60 


Mean Grade Equivalent 


Mean Grade Equivalent 


Non-reader 




1.61 



II. OBJECTIVE SURVEY 



Name of Test Pre Gates-MacGinitie 


Form 


Pre-Test 


Form Post Test 


Grade 


Post " 


For 


B 1 


B 2 


2 



Pre-test Results Post-test Results 



Date of Test 
9-69 



Number of Pupils 
43 



Mean Grade Equivalent 
1.37 



Date of Test 
5-70 



Number of Pupils 
43 



Mean Grade Equivalent 

2.39 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norm 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norm 



Below 25 


26- 50th 


51-75th 


76-99th 


Below 25 


26-50th 


51-75th 


76-99th 


28 


13 


2 


0 


22 


16 


5 


0 
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in. 



OBJECTIVE SURVEY 



P<‘l.f’t-' 34 



Name of Test 




Form Pre-Test 


5 ora Post-Test 


Grade 


Clyr.ior-Barrett Pm-reading ; 


battery 


A 




Kinder pari: • *n 



of Title I Reading Activity (check na many as apply) 



None Provided x Summer Remedial Reading 

Special Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials 

Reading Consultant Expanded Library facilities 

x Teacher Aides x Other, (specify) oral language 

visual” mo’tor skill: 



Pre-Test Results 


Post-Test Results 


Date of Test 
May 11-15, 1970 


Number of Pupils 
1,384 


Date of Test 


Number of Pupils 


Mean Grade Equivalent 
No norms for G.E. 


Mean Grade Equivalent 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


5 1st- 7 5 th 


76th-99th 


Below 25th 


26th-50t:h 


5 1st- 75th 


7 6 th- 99th" 


83 

264 


119 

235 


303 

268 


879 

617 











r& of Test 


Form Pre-Test 


Form Post-Test 


Grade 




Metropolitan Readiness Tests 


A 




1 





| Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply) 

{ None Provided x Summer Remedial Reading 

x Special Remedial Teacher x Special Reading Materials 

Reading Consultant x Expanded Library Facilities 

x Teacher Aides x Other, (specify) oral la nguage 



Pre-Test Results 


Post-Test Results 


Date of Test 

Sept. 8, 1970 


Number of Pupils 
1,774 


Date of Test 


Number of Pupils 


Mean Grade Equivalent 

No norms for G.E. 


Mean Grade Equivalent 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


A-i 


~ __n 


_C._ B 


1 

— J*"L- 


Belov 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76t’n-99th 


36 

7 

2 


2 84 
24 
16 


727 532 

38 24 

41 30 


19 5 
7 = 1 
11 = 1 


10% (Mat * 1 . 
10% (Local , 


•J or ms ) 
!orms) 
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V. 



OBJECT I vr. SURVEY 



i . i r 0 



) 



Name of Test 

lov/.i Tests of Basic Skills 


Porn l’ re -To st 
3 


Folia Post-Tost 


Grade 

P 


t'rpc of Title I Reading Activity (check 


as many na applj 


0 





x None Provided Si:r snor Remedial Reading 

_ Special Remedial Teacher. Special. Reading Materials 

Reading Consultant Expanded Library facilities 

Teacher Aides Other, (specify) 



■ - " T " ^ ^ - 1 ... — .11 j j llllm r- . - .. - -- ■ 


P r c-Te s t Results 


Post -Test Results 


Date of Test 
October 1969 


Number of Pupils 
1,559 


Date of Test 


Number of Pupils 


Mean Grade Equivalent 

5.08 


Moan Grade Equivalent 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th~99th 


Below 25th 


26 th-50th 


51:3 t- /5 th 


76th~99th 


833 


407 


217 


92 











one of Test 




Type of Title I Reading Activity (check a3 many as apply) 



None Provided 
Special Remedial Teacher 
Reading Consultant 
Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 
Special Reading Materials 
Expanded Library facilities 
Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 


Post-Test Results 


Date of Test 


Number of Pupils 


Date of Test 


Number of Pupils 


Mean Grade Equivalent 


Mean Grade Equivalent 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norm 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


513 t- 75th 


76th-99th 


Relow 25th 


26 th-50th 


51s t-75th 


76th-99th 


i 
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IV, OBJECTIVE SUPVEY 



F'.ipo v!6 



Name of Te3t 

Metropolitan Upper Primary 



Y 



fi of Title I Reading Activity (check au many as apply) 



T o rra P re -• To s t 


Porn Post-Tent 


Grade 


D 




2 



X None Provided 

Special Remedial Teacher 

Reading Consultant 

Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 
Spec! il Reading Materia In 
Expended Library Tncilitl.es 
Other, (specify) 



’ -r mr . ™ t T . r ...... L , , '■ 1 


Pre-Test ResuLta 


P o 8 1 - T e 3 1 R a s u 1 1 o 


Date of Test 

February 24, 1970 


Number of Pupils 
1,512 


Date of Test 


Number of Pupils 


Mean Grade Equivalent 

2.69 


Mean Grade Equivalent 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pup Lis by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 7.5th 


26th~50th 


5 la t- 7 5 th 


76 th-99 th 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st -75th 


76th-99th 


503 


379 


224 


407 











,rfie of Test 


Form Pre-Test 


Term Post-Test 


Grade 


Iowa Tests of Basic Skills 


3 




4 



Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply) 



x None Provided 
_____ Special Remedial Teacher 

Reading Consultant 

Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 
Special Reading Materials 
Expanded Library Facilities 
Other, (specify) 



Pre-Test Results 



Post-Test Results 



Date of Test 
October 1969 



Number of Pupils 
1,444 



Date of Test 



Number of Pupils 



Mean Grade Equivalent 

3.33 



Mean Grade Equivalent 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



Below 25th 


26th-50th ' 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


Below 25th 


26th- 50th 


51s t-75 th 


76th-99th 


j 59 3 


551 


219 


78 








_ L 
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VI. OBJECTIVE SURVEY 



7 



Mace of Test 


Form Pre-Teat 


Form Po/it-Tca t 


0 n t e s - M a c G i n .i t: i c 


D3 


no 



'f'" T>e of Title I Reading Activity (chsck. aa many as apply) 
-v 

None Provided 



(> r ad c 
4 



_x Special Remedial Teacher 

_x Reading Consultant 

x Teacher Aides 



Summer Remedial Reading 
Special Reading Material.! 
Expanded Library Facilities 
Other, (specify) CottnnivHr.f: 



Pre-Test Results 



Date of Test 
9-69 

Mean Grade Equivalent 



Number of Pupils 
62 



2.83 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



Post-Teat Results 



Date of Test 
5-70 



Number of Pupil3 
62 



Mean Grade Equivalent 



. 1 , 11 . 



Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 



Belov/ 25th 


2&th-50th 


5l3t-75th 


7&th-99th 


Belov 25 ch 


26th~50th 


5 Is t- 75 tii 


76th-99th 


47 


14 


1 


0 


35 


22 


5 


0 



:me of Test 


Form Pre-Test 


Form Post-Test 


Grade 


Gates-MacGinitie 


C 1 


C 2 


3 



Type of Title I Reading Activity (check as many as apply) 



None Provided 



Summer Remedial Reading 



x Special Remedial Teacher 
x Reading Consultant 
x Teacher Aides 



x Special Reading Materials 
x Expanded Library Facilities 
x Other, (specify) Counseling 



Pre-Test Results 


Post-Test Results 


Date of Test 

9-69 


Number of Pupils 

51 


Date of Test 

5-70 


Number of Pupils 
51 


Mean Grade Equivalent 

1.98 


Mean Grade Equivalent 

2.72 


Number of Pupils by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Number of Pupil3 by Percentile Categories 
National Norms 


Below 25th 


26 th-50 th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


Below 25th 


26th-50th 


51st-75th 


76th-99th 


40 

1 


10 


0 


0 


31 


17 


2 


0 
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PAPOCHIAL 



vi. r. oi'.jiictivi; r:;;Kvr;v 

jo a. m c of Test P ro G t n t: ~ M n ■" O l : o^ 1 * 
Post 




T f * ■' of Title I Rending Activity {cbocb os ".oops/ op apply) 



Mon orovidod Cv. P'roer !\c. m od lo .1 Reading 

X ftp n ' * «* '. 1 R * p. d \ i \ f Vri p o ] *» n r 

x J \ o n c ! no Cons v. 1 1 o r.f x S ^ n o i o \ T \ o o ** ! 1 n o Jvt o t p r ! o. I s 

Teacher Aides Expanded Library Facilities, 



Pre-Test Results 



i Post-Test Results 



Date of. Test 


; Number of Punils 


i Date of Test 


Number o 


9-69 


! 17 

i 


l 5-70 

) 


17 



Mean Grade Equivalent 


1 Vo an Grade Rgui valent 






3 .38 


i 


4.78 






N v mb M r of PuoGs bv Percentile Catcher 

■\ T r» 4-i 1 M 


ic n ; Member of Pupils by Percent!! 

\ V r> -V • rh n : Vrx-^ 


Lo ( 


Categories 


roVw r; 51 -75th .75-7.''': 


s t_3.cd..O' ' i.. ?T.'-26-5 n tb ] 


._5.I-.7J3h- 


2 j 


._75-TPth . 


5 1 1 1 I 1 ! 0 

| I i 


j : 

0 ! 14 

! | 


3 


0 




"V d »-■* <rs r>-‘ m ^ n> g '■ ~ **o C«.^ ‘ l ' ri S ~~ :V P, ci.-* O" tlC : 


’ #-» * 7 .*/-> _ b r \ ■■* : * ^>2rm ?C3 i‘ 


-test 


c 


rode 


Post " 1 


Cl ! C 2 






0 



lyee c! Tift 



/m T n npr'-‘w^ AC J< J V * * ’/ * r 

opo vi d e d 

X o /- 1 * r\ f 

x T o S' ^ ’ e ,',../■•»« * *• -i yu 

Teacher Aides 






Summer P.omodisl Reading 
x Special Reading? Materials 
Expanded Library Facilities 
Other, (Specify) 



Pre-test Results 


Post-test Resui 


ts 


Date of Test 
9-69 


Number of Pupils 
10 


Date of Test 
5-70 


Number of Pupils 
10 



Mean Grade Equivalent ] Mean Grade Equivalent 

2.01 | 3.85 



Number 
M ^ t ■ o n n 


of Pun its by 
\ Vn-hs 


Percentile 


Categories 


1 Mum bo*" o r Pool’s by 
1 ' yT p; J ; 1 • • * M s * 


Percentile Catccori 


3clo’,y_2 


5 26-50th i 


i 5 1-7 5 th I 


! 76-OOth j 


pelov .; 


0 r._ 5 n.-s 


51-7 5th 


_76_-90t 


8 


2 


0 


i 

0 

i 


i •• 

i 

40 


4 


4 


0 



O 

ERLC 



vm. oimectivi'; r.% u ! , v ; : y 



!' mo 



Name of 'lost PrejC 
Pont 



; tes-MncOlnitie i Form Pro-Test • Form Post Tost | Credo 

_ v • D3 | m 



G 



Tv«* Tftio I Hoad in q Activity es me nv as anolv) 

% 





Non provided 

V R n n c * n l ^ C* r»r! / .*■** 1 T p r ' 


O < < rv> m Of* »"> » ]1 1 


r >^r>r''nn 




;v^ M Counseling 






x Road inn Consul in rC 


y. 1 n 1 n • R (•> r* [ n q ] 
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The amount of data provided in this sampling indicates the exten- 
siveness of the objective study for this target area. These figures 
establish local reading percentiles and provide a means to indicate the 
level of achievement at each elementary grade level. The post-tests 
results indicate that the children did benefit by reflecting a signif- 
icant academic mean gain. 
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B, Characteristics exhibited in successful Title I projects: 

(1) There is a working relationship with a responsible advisory council 
which has assessed the needs of the educationally deprived segment 
of the community, making possible a more realistic evaluation of 
needs and concerns. 

(2) Parents have a strong interest in programs assisting the under- 
priviliged child. This results in improved student attendance, and 
often in improved appearance of the children themselves. When parents 
are interested in their children’s progress in Title I programs, they 
usually make themselves available for consultation and will give school 
personnel any assistance possible. 

Such parental involvement has not come into being without develop- 
ment of a positive attitude on the part of the administrators in the 
State. As a result greater enthusiasm has been generated among ad- 
ministrators and teachers to work with parents on Title I projects. 

(3) Information concerning progress of the program as a whole is made 
available to the public, and individual progress of students is reported 
to those having a direct and personal interest in the program. The 
public, particularly the parents, gain knowledge of LEA efforts to 
provide special educational assistance in the following ways: 

(a) Information indicating the progress and success of Title I programs 
is made public through local newspapers, schools newspapers, and 
letters. 

(b) A special effort is made to inform parents of the progress of 
their children either by personal contact, by letter, or by 
telephone. 
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(4) Data is gathered to determine program validity and, if necessary, 
possible modification or deletion. 

(a) Successful components are validated with statistics. 

(b) Unsuccessful program components have appropriate data so that 
the problem may be defined and studied. 

(c) Adequate evaluation is applied to all programs and data in 
order to determine revelancy. 

(5) Thorough in-service training is provided for both the administrative 
staff and the instructional staff. 

(a) The in-service section of the application of a successful Title I 
* project indicates a well-planned program of continued training 

at predetermined times, covering specific subject areas. 

(b) Through periodic project reviews, staff members of an effective 
Title I project are constantly reminded of the objectives of their 
segment of the program. During such reviews, the staff also 
discusses whether or not the work they are doing is making 
progress. If it is not accomplishing its objectives, they will 
then consider an early revision of the project. 

(6) Eligible children are identified by name on the basis of the criteria 
on page 1, item 4, of the application. Any additional participants 
are identified according to individual need and also by name. 

(a) The children identified by criteria on page 1, item 4, of the 
application are named by the project director and the Title I 
staff involved. Supportive data are available to substantiate 
the total number of deprived. This listing and information is 
confidential information . 
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(b) Generally the target school areas do not include all the 
children identified on page 1, item 4, of the application. 
Therefore, the number served will be less than the total indi- 
cated on page 1, item 4. 

(c) If children who do not qualify on an economically or educationally 
deprived basis are included, an appropriate rationale is given 

to support their participation. 

(7) The project is concentrated on those students demonstrating the 

greatest need. The program is built around those needs and designed 
to meet the many needs of the concentrated number, rather than 
expanded to Include additional students on a more narrow range of 
needs , 

(a) The deprived students identified as participants are known 
personnally by staff members. 

(b) The relationship is such that proper assessment of the academic 
and social deficiencies can be determined. 

(c) The needs of the most needy are provided for before additional 
students are added to the program. 

C. Evidence of effectiveness of projects related to cost: 

There is no hard evidence that the effectiveness of Title I projects 
is related to costs on a State basis. However, evidence provided by some 
of the LEA 1 s shows conclusive improvement in the performance of target 
area children in various curricular areas and it may be assumed that this 
ii.jprovemen t is the result of the expenditure of Title I dollars. But to 
assign a specific dollar value to improvement or lack of improvement in 
all projects in the State would be a very difficult proposition and would 
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be of doubtful validity and reliability with our present technical 
capabilities . 

In general, it is felt that additional money spent upon each Title I 
child, given comparability, is resulting in the improvement of the 
educational lot of these, children whether or not the cost-effect 
relationship can be quantified at this juncture in the program. 
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V. Effect of Title T programs on administrative structure and. educational 
practice^ of SEA , LEA , and nonpublic school sj 

A. SEA - On the State level, the Title 1 program has been separated from 
the Equal Educational Opportunity (Title IV) program, formerly the 
Community Relations Division, and placed in the Federal Projects 
Division under the Director of the Federal Projects Division, who is 
responsible for the coordination of Title I programs. This division 
is responsible to the Assistant Superintendent for Administration and 
Finance. Also, the Title I staff of consultants has been augmented, 
although not sufficiently to perform all of the activities necessary 
to accelerate improvement in the quality of the Title I programs. 

More effective use of the curriculum specialists in the Office 
of the Superintendent of Public Instruction has been accomplished 
through the routing of applications to these specialists for comment 
and visitation. More effort has been made to coordinate with other 
federal programs targeted upon the educationally disadvantaged in the 
areas of special education, vocational education, and teacher training. 

B. LEA - In most LEA's the duty of organization, planning, coordinating, 
administering, and evaluating Title I programs has been given to a special 
staff member to provide greater concentration of effort on Title I. 

At this stage in the development of Title I, less emphasis is being 
placed upon materials and equipment and more upon programs. In some LEA's 
more supportive services are being included in their Title I programs, 
while in others these services are being provided through local effort 
and Title I funds are concentrated on educational activities, particularly 
reading. In this area greater program sophistication is noted. 
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While several LEA 1 s have had a high degree of parental participation 
in their Title I programs in the past, and others to a lesser extent, 
plans are being made by most LEA’s to increase parental participation 
in the administrative mechanism of their program. 

C. Nonpublic schools- There is no evidence that Title I has changed the 

administrative structure of nonpublic schools except that in most LEA’s 
where nonpublic schools are located, nonpublic school personnel is 
consulted in the development and operation of those elements of the 
Title I program which are to be extended into the nonpublic schools. 
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VI . Add it i on a l__e f fo r t s_ to he lp_ the_dis 5 _d_va_nt_a.ge.dj 

A. No State funds have been appropriated specifically for compensatory 
education programs except for Special Education for the handicapped. 

These funds are distributed to LEA's which conduct Special Education 
classes on a pro-rata excess cost formula basis. During the 1969-70 
school year. State funds in the amount of $4,373,394.80 were distributed 
to LEA’s to support Special Education classes for 59,442 handicapped 
children. The total cost of the Indiana Special Education program 

was $18,876,600.00. 

B. An outstanding example of the coordination of Title I funds with other 

federally funded programs is that of the M.S.D. of Wayne Township Joint 
Services and Supply Project. This project for seriously handicapped 
children involves the joint efforts of 10 school corporations located 
west of Indianapolis. In addition to Title I funds, funds from the 
following federal sources are used in the project: Title II ESEA, 

Title III ESEA, Title VI ESEA, Basic Adult Education, Vocational Rehabil- 
itation, School Lunch, and Vocational Education. 

Practically every Indiana LEA uses other federally funded programs 
in connection with their Title I projects, though these funds are not 
specifically set out in the Title I projects except in the part of the 
program description concerning coordination with other federally funded 
programs. The other federally funded programs most often mentioned in 
the program descriptions are the following: Title II ESEA, Title III NDEA, 
School Lunch, and Vocational Education. 
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VII. Compens_a tory education brought to nonpublic schools through Title I: 

Public and nonpublic school cooperation in regard to Title I projects 
in Indiana has been excellent. In all corporations having nonpublic schools, the 
authorized LEA Title I representative or director conferred with officials of 
nonpublic schools in regard to project planning, implementation, and evaluation. 

The SEA emphasized by personal discussions and by written communications 
that nonpublic officials should be involved early in Title I program plan- 
ning. When reviewing an application submitted from a project area in which 
nonpublic schools were located, the SEA made certain that nonpublic school 
officials had been given the opportunity to participate if they so desired. 

In Indiana^ 4 , 883 pupils from 59 nonpublic schools participated in Title I 
projects. These were instructional and supportive projects; mainly reading, 
mathematics, language arts, psychological and testing services, and health and 
guidance. 

The nonpublic school pupils attended both regular term and summer classes 
in the public schools. These classes were held during daytime school hours. 
Occasionally, because of special needs, instructional and supportive services 
were conducted in nonpublic schools. 

Data on pre- and post-achievement testing were collected as an aggregate 
and not separately reported for public and nonpublic school children. 

Participation or nonparticipation of nonpublic school children Title I 
projects has never been challenged. There has been no litigation, nor has 
there been any reason for new or revised legal interpretation. 

In regard to joint planning of a Title I project, public and nonpublic 
schools of a target area have cooperated to include in the project those 
components which would be most helpful in solving problems common to both 
systems. This has resulted 5n very effective Title I programs. 
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VIII . Coordinated teacher- tcochcr_aide training pro praps conducted bv LEA's: 

Accordinp to the Title I applications and evaluations, nearly all I.KA's 
having Title I projects conducted in-service training. The extent of this 
training depended largely on the size of the program, the number of people 
involved, and the experience of the staff. The number of participants in 
these training programs totaled 6,740. 

The general pattern of activities consisted of meetings prior to the 
beginning of the Title I programs with emphasis on familiarization with audio- 
visual materials, production of instructional materials, and staff orientation 
of LEA philosophy and procedures. Most of these sessions were conducted by 
consultants and administrative staff at the local level. 

More extensive training programs took two or three v/eeks and we.:c con- 
ducted by a staff of experts from Indiana universities. Some LEA’s sent their 
staff to workshops of other LEA’s or to those in neighboring states. 

It is generally believed by most LEA’s that in-service training is a 
continuous process and meetings are held regularly (once or twice a week) 
to share experiences and methods of handling current problems. 

The SEA has provided guidance for the LEA’s in staff training. Six 
panel discussion meetings were conducted by the SEA in various parts of 
the State last year. State Title I staff members are frequently asked to 
participate in the .LEA’s in-service training meetings and to address teachers 
and parents at their meetings. 

The following Volunteer Teacher Aide program is an example of an effective 
and well-planned Title I teacher - teacher aide training program. This plan 
of selecting and training teacher aides has been developed by the Metropolitan 
School District of Decatur Township, Marion County. Indiana. Excellent train- 
ing materials and guides have been prepared for the Volunteer Teacher Aides to 




use in their work with Title I children. 
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METROPOLITAN SCHOOL DISTRICT OF DECATUR TOWNSHIP 
IN-SEFVICE TRAINING FOR VOLUNTEERS 
Aide Program Under Title I 

A. Selection and recruitment of Volunteer Teacher Aides: 

Volunteer Aides may have a wide background of education, ranging 
from very little high school work to college graduation. They may also 
be of any age, from young adults to people of middle age to retirement. 

Both men and women are involved. 

Any individual interested in assisting pupils by serving as a 
Volunteer .-Teacher Aide is instructed to contact the Title I Coordinator. 

The Title I Coordinator receives Volunteers through the following contacts: 

(1) Patrons who call a school principal and indicate willingness to help. 

(2) Patrons who are contacted by the principal or other school personnel 
to serve as members of the Volunteers. 

(3) Parents of disadvantaged pupils who are enrolled in the program. 

(4) Individuals who make inquiry in response to local newspaper articles 
written about the Volunteer Aide Program. Additional information is 
carried in the school corporation bulletin that goes to all taxpayers. 

(5) Individuals who respond to publicity and public relations by P.T.A. 
organizations. Churches and community service clubs assist in giving 
information about the program. 

B. Placement and training of Volunteer Teacher Aides: 

Each Volunteer indicates a preferance for an elementary building and 
is then assigned in that building to the classroom teacher who has requested 
the services of a Volunteer Aide. Through cooperative planning, the Title I 
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Coordinator and the Principal plan the placement of Volunteer 
Teacher Aides to best meet the needs of pupils within each building. 

Initial in-service sessions consisting of approximately 12 hours of 
instruction per Aide are arranged for small groups, or they may be held 
on an individual basis for each building. Demonstrations and return 
practice demonstrations instruct the Aide in basic procedures and in the 
use of language masters, tape recorders with listening stations, record 
players, film strip projectors, overhead projectors, and any other specific 
equipment that might be used in the instruction. These sessions are 
scheduled for 2 or 3-hour periods and for as many times as are necessary 
to accommodate the Volunteers. 

Specific additional instruction periods of 4 to 6 hours each are 
given those Aides who are to assist pupils in motor perceptual activities. 
On-going instruction for the Teacher Aide is available through the Title I 
Coordinator at the request of the Volunteer Aide, the Principal, or the 
classroom teachers. 

The Volunteer Aides report to their assigned building on a prearranged 
regularly scheduled basis depending upon the time they are available. As 
an example, Volunteer Aide Mrs. Martin might report to classroom teacher 
Mr. Jones for the purpose of helping Terry X. with his schoolwork, from 
9:30 to 10:30 on Monday of each week. The classroom teacher will determine 
what activity or extra practice Terry might need and will prepare any 
materials needed, placing instructions in a centrally located file box 
for Volunteer Aide Mrs. Martin to follow in assisting Terry. Should the 
Aide need further assistance, she will reauest it, but otherwise she will 
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be able to complete the activity and relay any message to the teacher 
either verbally or by leaving written correspondence in the file box, 

C. Regulations governing the Volunteer Aide program: 

A Volunteer will not be assigned a pupil in the class grouping 
where her own child is in attendance. She may be assigned to another 
room within the ouilding. 

Part of the initial in-service training period is devoted to a 
discussion of the student’s right to expect confidential treatment in 
relation to individual learning problems. Individual student problems 
are not parried beyond the school. 

It is^ important to maintain the established schedule if at all 
possible, but if it becomes necessary to cancel a session, the school 
must be notified, as early* as. possible. 

General meetings which involve all Volunteer Aides are kept to a 
minimum because of the difficulty of all Aides to attend at one time. 
However, at least one mass meeting a year is held to bring all Aides 
together and offer new information about meeting the needs of disad- 
vantaged students. An additional purpose for this meeting is to express 
appreciation for the tremendous contribution being made to the education 
of these students. 

Assignments must avoid any initial teaching activity and are to be 
confined to supportive types of functions. 
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D. Results of the Volunteer Aide program: 

Most Volunteer Aides are better satisfied if they come directlv in 
contact with pupils, assisting them to practice arithmetic and reading 
as opposed to auxiliary choices of paper checking, mimeographing, etc., 
although a very few reouest and are assigned these chores. 

Experience has indicated that the service of the Volunteer 
Teacher Aides is of superior quality, since it is motivated by an in- 
tense desire to serve pupils. It has been noted, also, that there is 
a very low attrition rate among Volunteers and a remarkable devotion 
to maintaining a constant schedule with the pupil. 
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IX. Community and parent involvement in Title I programs in Indiana: 

A. Title I programs worked with and were supplemented by Federal programs, 
organized groups, business and industry, and individuals. Outstanding 
examples of cooperation and involvement were shown by Head Start, 
Community Action Agencies, Neighborhood Youth Corps, volunteer aides 
and tutors, and Community Health and Welfare Services. 

The SEA has put emphasis on the involvement of various segments of 
the community, utilizing all the resources such groups have to offer. 

It may be estimated that at least 95% of Indiana LEA*s have community 
and parental involvement to a greater degree than expressed in their 
evaluations and applications. This w 7 as found to be true when SEA staff 
members visited schools to see Title I programs in operation. 

In the past, parent involvement has consisted mainly of parent- 
teacher conferences, teachers reporting to the parents, and parents 
attending open house. There is a definite trend toward changing to more 
active parent participation. The use of parents may be summarized: 

(1) Parents served on planning committees regarding Title I programs. 

(2) Parents were used as volunteer aides and tutors. 

(3) Parents watched their children participate in class activities. 

(4) Parents accompanied their children to speech therapy and special 
training sessions . 

(5) Parents accompanied children on field trips and other cultural 
enrichment activities . 

(6) Extensive home visit programs were conducted by parents, teachers, 
social workers and nurses. 



O 




57 



State Evaluation Report 



Pape 56 



(7) Parents came into the classroom to demonstrate skills and customs 

of other cultures, such as glass blowing, wood carving, folk singing 
and folk dancing, weaving, candlenaking and cheesemaking. 

The following are examples of community and parent involvement as described 
by LEA ! s. 



* * * * 

In one Indiana school parents staged a teach-in. For one period each week 
over a span of several months they used their talents to instruct pupils on the 
fourth grade level. ' Results have been exhilerating to both parents and children. 

The principal commented. "We are having more parent participation in 
the school than ever before. The participation does not create troubles — it 
creates understanding. Parents realize teachers have problems, that their 
children are not angels." 

Children voluntarily gave up the morning recess period to participate in 
the program, which was carried out at very little expense. The children were given 
a choice of subjects: woodworking, art, model cars, dramatics, knitting, Latin, 
German, first aid and sewing. They were taught by parents who had a considerable 
knowledge and intei*est in these areas. 

There was a quickening of pupil interest in education. As one child expressed 
it, "Learning is fun." 

After each session parents met to discuss their experiences so that through 
sharing their successes and problems they gained a better understanding of each 
other, of their children, and of their school community. 

* * * * 
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Business and industry have helped by: 

1. hiring handicapped people on a part-tire basis: 

2. participating in work-study programs: 

3. contributing materials and supplies for projects; and 

4. contribution of vitamins and preventive medicines (by a pharmaceutical company). 

Another approach to education in an Indiana school was made possible through 

the contributions of Marsh Foodliners. Inc. and Brooks Foods, Inc. The project 
was federally funded by Title I and through Vocational Education, Disadvantaged 
and Handicapped programs. 

This approach, called 'My Store," was designed for those Title I students 
who find present forms of education dull and unimaginative. Using the old country 
store concept, "My Store" was, in a sense, a vocational stimulator — a teaching 
device where students have actually reinforced the basics of the "three R's" by 
developing a grocery store. 

The two businesses mentioned above delivered shelving, displays, paint and 
all materials needed plus a complete stock of merchandise ranging from soap to 
macaroni to the target school where this project took place. The students did 
the work and thus were allowed to create their own learning situations and relate 
to subject areas in which they were directly involved. 

* * * * 

One Indiana LEA made good use of an Education Council to help close the 
school-parent communications gap in Title I schools. There were three divisions 
of the Education Council representing the elementary school, the middle school 
and the high school. The members were selected bv drawing names from a list of 
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Title 1 and other parents; who had indicated that . -.elected they would serve on 
one of the three divisions of the Council. 

The purpose of the Education Council was to help inform parents about Title 1 , 
along with the objectives and operation of the schools, and to inform school 
officials of the concerns and questions which these parents had about the various 
phases of the school programs . The three divisions of the Education Council were 
scheduled to meet four or five tines each year. Each meeting was important and 
the members knew that 100% attendance was expected. 

The school administrators met with the Council. At the first, meeting the 
members were briefed on the overall functioning of the school corporation, on 
the duties of the various school officials, on school finance, and on Title I 
and other programs for the coming year. 

Later meetings were designed to allow Council members to voice some of their 
concerns (or those expressed by friends or neighbors) about the operation of the 
schools, to decide the order of priority of these concerns, and to identify 
supportive and non-supportive factors in the school system relating to solution 
of these problems. School administrators worked on high-priority problems with 
the benefit of the Council T s suggestions. 

The success of the Education Council of this LEA speaks well for the future 
of Education Councils as an effective means of involving Title I parents. 
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